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‘The U.S. Department of Education has a long history of offering
tional agencies interested in improving their
inétruqtiondlxprogrims. One of the chief commitments has been to develop
more. effective literacy programs, particularly for children who are less
fortunate or .academically deficient. It .is within this context that the

. Special Emphasis Project was initiated.

&

leadership to local educa

v

" The 'Special Emphasis Project grew out of Title VII, the National

k)

Readinq;Improvemen€‘Pf6§f§m?_“zsséﬁfiiII?TTSpecIiI'EﬁﬁHiBtS“wss—a
national study to test -the hypothesis that intensive programs of reading

instruction,—in —edueedrae—aa;eaf%y—age7—eaq—ehange—ehe—patteznsAef
studedt«;éading‘acﬁievgment in schools having large; numbers of students
reading Qné~of,n9re—grades:below level. Unlike many intérvention
programs, Special Emphasis was to have a prévenque focus, with emphasis

on grades 1 and 2. -

. Seven independent projects were closely monitored for a period of 3
years.. Although the projects differed in the way they were organized and
in .the methods used, they all shared the same basic goals. It is my hope .
that by-sﬁg;@ng the experiences dained through Special Emphasis, teachers

* and administrators may agguire ingights into how they might strengthen
their own local reading programs. -

Shirley Jackson
pirector, Basic Skills
Improvement Program

The Unitea States
pepartment of Education
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Teachers'and Administrators'who are interested in improving their local
—m . ' ) § \.

reading programs may find several useful suggestions in the knowledge gained o

—————ilﬁiéi;ﬁhe-Speeial—Emphaais—Projeet———The—Speciai—ﬂmpnasis—?roject—was-a—iarge~———————————

g:;~ Pederal program directed at.erg!gn;ing_and_coxrecting_rending_diffioulties

s " among elementary school—age chiloren. It required the combined efforts of

?

hundreds of.educators and the participation of over 10,000 children and their . ;

W e Wem 12 X R
N

parents for a 3—year period. This Sumﬁary Report will give a brief history of

o

the SPec1al Emphasis Project. Next, the results of an extensive evaluation of

these prOJects will be summarized. Finally, short descriptions will be given -

for .each of the seven projects implemented around the country. )
LS “
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I. INTRODUCTION

) 3
Rationale and Intené

]

The Right to Read Special Emphasis Project was initiated in 1976 under the .

provisions of the Title VII Naticnal Reading Improvement Act (Public Law .

i 94-380, Section 721, as amended by Public Law 94-194, Section 10). The

‘_hunﬁerly‘{:ng*ratfonaiems—that—jntensive programs—of-reading Jdnstruction, - — —— i
Y .

. conducted by reading specialists in cooperation with classroom teachers, can

change the patterns of student reading achievement in schools having large

z

numbers of students reading one or more grades below level. . .

>

pnlike many ¥ederal intervention programs which are remedial in nature

(e;g., Title I of the Elemenéary and -Secondary Education Act), the Special

Emphasis Project had a preventive focus. Schools involved in the project took .

a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to reading instruction with all students in

T -t e & )

grades 1 and 2 and provided remedfal instruction to students in grades 3

[y

" through 6 who were reading below level.

(] ~

S
.

Major Provisions 3 ) . . . .

The major requirements of the Special Emphasis Project included:
- T

-

. Peaching_of_reading by reading_specialists for all children in grades

.

Vf—ﬁnviw' 1..and 2.. ————

S e Teaching of reading b§ reading specialists for children in grades 3 , _{
through 6, who have reading problems (i.e., are a2chieving 1 or more
years below grade level). -




e  An inténsive ;?catigﬁ reading program for children reading below
- - grade level or experiencing problems in learning to, read. ’

- . - ~ ’ *

It should be noted that a "reading specialist" was defined as an

. - individual who has a master's degree in reading and has successfully completed

3 years of teaching. . ' - . v .

- - 13

Spgpifié provisions

PP

* In addition to the major provisions listed above, the Special Emphasis

Project called for 14 specific featurés. It was believed that- these features,

v

_ — if followed, would enhance project effectiveness. The features are:

o .o . . )

® piagnostic testing designated to identify pre-elementary and
elementary school children with reading, deficiencies, including the
identification of conditions which, without apptopriate other
treatment, can be expected to impede or prevent children from
learning to read. .

K]

® Planning for and establishiné a comprehensive reading program.

o Reading instruction for elementary school pupils whose reading
° achievement is less than that which would normally be expected for
pupils of comparable ages and in comparable grades.

- - ® Preservice training programs for teaching personnel, including
teacher-aides and other ancillary educational personnel, and
.inservice training and development programs, where feasible, designed
to enable such personnel to improve their ability to teach students
to read to the extent practicable.

—_— ® pParticipation of the school faculty, school board members,
administration, parents, and students in reading-related activities
which stimulate an interest in reading and are conducive to improving
reading skills.

&

- e parent participation ‘in developing and implementing the program for

which assistance is sought:

s

° Local educational agency school board participation in developing
S programs.~A“—~--u




Periddic testing in programs for elementary school’ children on a.
sufficiently frequent basis: to.measure.accurately reading -
achievement; for programs for pre-ele entary ‘school children, a test

N .

first-grade program into which the nfrsery and kindergarten brograms
are integrated.

.

L

-

of reading proficiency at the cqpclu%;on, minimally, of the cw Y

[
*

Publishing reading achievement test results' by grade level and, where
appropriate, by school, without identification of achievement of
indiv1dua1 children.

Availability of reading achievement test results on an individual

<

basis to parents or guardians of any child beirig—so~ tested:

-

private elementary schools in the area to be served (after
consultation with the appropriate private school officials) to an
extent consistent ‘with the number of ‘such children whose educational
needs are of the kind the program is intended to meet. ) .
The use of bilingual educational methods and techniques to the extent
con51stent with'the number of elementary school-age children in the
area ‘served by a reading program who are.of limited English-speaking
abllity.

s

Appropriate involvement of leaders of the cultural and educational
resources of the'areas to be served,Oincluding ingtitutions of hiqher
education, nonprofit private schools, public and private nonprofit
agencies such as libraries, museums, educational radio and
television, and other cultural and educational resources of the
community (to the extent practicable) .

Assessment, evaluation, and collection of information on individual
children by teachers during each year of.the "pre-elementary program,
to be made available for teachers in the subsequent year, so that
continuity for theaindividual child is not'lost.

.The Controlled Experiment Concept

-
-

4
2’

: : . »
In planning for implementing and evaluating the Special*ébphasis Project,

the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) sought to use a controlled experiment

__°_.__.approach.. That.is, each school which impleménted a Special Emphasis program,

~———*——o————?articipat—ion—on-an-equitable-basis-by_children.enrolledein nonplofit -

)

L3
e

{

-‘:?

T or "treatment,” would be matcneé with aT'comparison"“schooI—in“the*same
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district. The "project" 'and "comparison® schools were to be similar with
.

~
respect to: .
v | £ ‘

Q . .
. - e’ - Instructional approaches R
. N v * .
i ® Curriculum materials . -

“ @ size of enrollment R N

.. Student characteristics (i e., Socioeconomic status, ethnicity. and

average scores on standardized tests)

N o

provisions.

o

L3

If the matchinq _was successfully adhered to, evaluators would get &

more accurate assessment cf the effects of the Special Emphasis

Summary

¥

All local education agencies participating in the Special Emphasis

Project would be required to assure that-

® all first-and sécond-graders would receive intensive reading
instruction (i.e., a minimum of 40 minutes per day);

o all students in grades 3 through 6 who have reading problems
would be given intensive instruction in reading:

® an intensive summer program would be available for the prrject
school students who are performing below grade level, ar. this
service not be available to.the comparison school children;

] i i
o instructional plans would bé formulated through consultations
- —-with. many-parties, -including--the-district administration;
- —— ——parents;and~faculty of "the projeéct school, and that this plan
_would_include a diagnostic-prescriptive- approach-and-be-part—of-—°

a.comprehensive reading prograim in the project schoql; and

. e cooperation be extended with an external evaluation to be
conducted by the commissioner or his/her contractor,

2
e ———
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In tesponse to the request for proposal, 50 applications were
received. Of these, 8 ware selected for funding. Each received between

$100,000 and $200,000 per year. The projectﬁwas schedulad to run for-3

- %
consecutive school years---1976-77, 1977-78, and 1978-79. 7
d 2,
. ) Two of the original projects were dropped and a new one was added,
- resulting in seven projects that were closely monitored. These seven
g were located in é;izfa;aié;—haﬁiéiéﬁs}<ﬁiéhigan, Ohio, Tennessee, Texasf
“and West Virginia.
Ed
N 4
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‘II. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES FOUND IN LOCAL PROJECTS

While it is informative to examine ea;h Special ‘Emphasis Project
‘individually, additional lessons may be learned by noting similarities
and differences across all the projects. In thi; séction, an ezgort will
bg;pade to summarize the projects. The summary will be organized into
(1) types of'studgnts served; (2)-qharacteristics of teachers and staff;
.{3) curriculum, materials, and program features; (4) jimplementation of

A - ¢

Sééciél Emphasis provisions; and (5) administration. “

EE o]

‘gypes of ‘Students Served

Students involved in the projects were almost equally split between

boys and girlé. Males comprised 52 percent of the Special Emphasgg - g

<& -

students and 50 percent of the students in the comparison schools.

AN

Y

Racial/ethnic minorities were strongly represented. Blacks comprised
45 percent, Hispanics 11 percent, and whites 43 percent of the-Special
Emphasis schools.> Their comparison school counterparts were 33 percent

o

black, 9 percent Hispanic, and 47 percent white.

Socioeconomic level was estimated through the number of stuéents
receiving fréé~or feduced—price lunches. Because volﬁntary enrollment is
permitted in subsidized food progr;ms, this is not a completely reliable
index of SES level, but it does provide a rough estimate. The proportion

of low SES students ranged from 39 percent in Texas to 81 percent in

)

[ e




" Michigan and Tennessee. In most projects, over 50 percent of the

students came from low SES or poor homes.

Two other characteristics were mobility and”absenteeism. Students
missing 25\percent or more of the school year ranged from 1 percent in
hduisiana to 11 percent in Ohio. The project evaldator found that the . T
combined factors of absenteeism and student transfers accounted for o

significant sample attrition.,

Characteriétics of Teachers and Staff

- —-Most-classroom teachers had over 6 years of<Egaching experience.

example,‘for project year 1977-78, 67 percent of the project school

teachers and 61 percent of comparison school teachers had 6 or more years
of experience. During the following year, the balance shifted in favor

of the project schools. So overall, teachers at the project schools had

more experience than their counterparts. It should also be pointed out
that the more experienced teachers were also less recehtly trained and
may have had less exposure to recently develpped methods of teaching

reading. Overall, about 39 percent of the Special Emphasis school

2o

teacheés had graduate degrees compared to 31 percent of the comparison

schooi teachers.

With the exception of those in Ohio, reading specialists were veteran
teachers. However, most had limited experience in the role of reading
specialist. Special Emphasis, together with increasingly stringent State

requirements for reading instruction, may have been

Y




,responsibie for many of these teachers being employed as reading .
specialists. -

Teachers were éurveyed to dgteémine whether they were inclined to be
'diagnostic—presériptive' in their approach to teaching,‘or whether they
were-inclined to take a *whole-class" approach. Similary, the survey
sodght to find‘out whether teaching methods tended to bg "structured" or

*flexible."

In most instantes, the general orientation of teachers in the project
and comparisoﬁ schools was similar. Few teachers used ;'whole-claSS'

approach, and few teachers could be classified as flexible.

-

Curriculum, Materials, and Program Features

Teaching materials used across projects and within projects were
generally similar. The basal reading series was the mainstay of every
program. In conjunction with the basal text, skill activities--both
published and teacher-dfveioped--were major resources. Teacheré and
school administrators credited Special Emphasis with having increased the

-

variety and amount of hardware and software in general use. Utilization

of these items varied from project to project.

.

All Special Emphasis projects established skill mastery recordkeeping
systems- for tracking student progress in reading skills and charting the ,
diagnostic~prescriptive approach. 1In California, for example, the system

in the.basal reading series was used. In other projects, commercial

. 8



readiné management systems (e.g., Wisconsin Design) were used; and in

some projects, locally devised district-wide systems were used. In many

cases, these management systems were in place before the Special Emphasis

project began. Generally, -management systems were more commonly used.on

the first and second grade levels than at grades 3 through .

Although the settings and groupings in which reading specialists
worked varied, instructional materials used by these specialists tended
to follow a general pattern. Specialists conducting the basic reading
instruégion relied on a basal series, as did the regular classroom
teachers. Specialists providing remedial instruction relied upon
teacher—developed.as well as commercial skill activities aund

instructional kits.

v

Reading specialists were deployed in three basﬁc ways. First, in
some projects, all children came to the specialist's classroom for
’Special.Emphasis instruction. 1In some of these cases, the classroom
teacher accoppa;igd the: children and assisted with instructiofi, while in

other cases the specialist and aide took sole responsibility. A second

pattern was for the specialist to offer nearly all instruction in the .
regular classrooms, by moving from class to class. Again, sometires the -
classroom teacher coordinated her teaching with thé specialist; in other
situ;tions, the specialist conducted individuval or small group
instruction independently of the teacher. A third approach represented a
compromise of the first two: The specialist served all first- and

second-graders in thé regular classrocm, usuvally du}ing the morning

hours. Then in the afterncon, students in grades 3 through 6

<




who were having reading problems, came individually or in small groups to
the specialist's lab/classroom to receive supplemental instruction.
All projects offered a summer program of intensive reading

_ingtruction. On the average, these programs served slightly more than
" . ]

one-third of the eligible students. Some of the more distinctive summer
program features were field trips followed by language experience
exercises related to reading instruction, inexpensive book distributions,

vt

and gym and library activities integrated into the reading curriculum.

k]

Implementation of the Special Emphasis Provisions

o

-~

Each project was examined to determine to what extent it complied
with the original USOE guidelines cited earlier in this report. For
various reasons, many of which were beyond the control of project

officials, not all projects were able to adhere to the guidelines.

Listed below is a brief summary of the implementation of‘fhe major

-provisions:

) All projects employéd reading specialists or reading teachers:

°® Special Emphasis instruction was provided to all first and
second, grade students in each project except two. Instruction
for students in grades 3 through 6 who were 1 or more years
below level was provided in all projects “except one, which,
because of numbers, agreed to serve the lowest achieving 20
percent. )

. ® The minimum 40-minute requirement per day of reading instruction
was met by all projects but one.

° All projects designed and implemented summer reading programs.




%

] Preservice training for teacher and clerical aides and inservice
training for Special Emphasis staff and teachers were held in
.all projects. :

® Only four of the seven projects engaged in broad-based
planning. Planning at the remaining three projects was limited
to school officials and teache¢rs. Only one project actively
involved parents. ‘

— ®- All projects. implemented .a diagnostic-prescriptive approach
through the use of skill mastery recordkeeping systems.

e _, In only one project were the comparison and projzct schools
truly comparable. .For five projects, they were generally
comparable, and .in one project, .they lacked comparability.

Administration \

'Project administration involved different combinations of personnel
‘at each location. Although the.project directorg represepteq a qiverse
group, all seven had many ye;rs of experience in education ané"were in
recognized leadership positions in their districts.

Folir project digéctors were locatea fositekin their school
district's administrative offices. In Jeneral, these directors p;oviaed
less supervision of projéct pe%sonnel and less guidance for program

ﬁimplementation. Responsibility was typically assigned to an individual
located at the project schoql. The remaining three project directors
were loc;ted at their project schools. Teachers and specialists agrigd
that these Airectors assumed an aétive‘role, made frequgnt visits to
Special BEmphasis c¢lasses, ané generally had greater supervisory
presence. The time devoted by project direcéors to Special Emphasis
ranged from 5 to 40 hours per week, deﬁending upon the additional Auties

assigned to the director.

it i .v.\‘,\ U DU N g
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Project .directors were responsible for establishing positive,

1

cbopetative relationships with the schools involved in the study. These

VAp;oved to be a particulafly gsensitive issuve for the comparison schools

which received none of the programmatic benefits of Special Emphasis yet

were burdened by the semiannual testing and data gathering. Positive

relationships .existed at three projects. At the other four locations,
resigtance to the project staff was evident, and, in some cases, teachers
at the comparison schools refused to cooperate with various aspects of

the study.

Administrative support from the local districts for the Special
Emphasis project was not strong in all locations, despite the fact that
the districts had volun%étilyhsouqht Special Emphasis funds. Although

there was general interest expressed in the project and in improving

reading instrction, Special Emphasis was clearly not a local district

’

priority at many of the locations.
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III. EVALUATION OF THE SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROJECT

LY

Evaluation was an iﬁportané part of the Special Emphasis Project.

The U.S. Office of Education contracted with an outside evaluator to .

¢

-~ carefully monitor and assess the..effectiveness of the programs. -General

Research Corporation (GRCS was the agency primarily responsible for
¢ conducting the evaluation. GRC'S evaluation design examined two types of

. evaluation---process evaluation and é?pact evaluation.

-

The process egaluation component was directed at examining the

‘“\\\\process of implementing and delivering the Special Emphasis Program.

>7M6régépécifically, the evaluation sought to answer the following

N

questions:

.

o - - -To what degree did project sites adhere to the Special Emphasis

guidelines? , . Y
® How pomparable were the Special Emphasis Schools and students to
the "comparison" schools and students? '
. ® What were the characteristics-of the Special Emphasis programs ’
oo that were implemented? .
' rd
- -.These guestions were answered from data and information collected
: from classroom observations, questionnaires, and interviews,
Y, ° -
N

a : Unlike process evaluation, product evaluation focused on the short

.and long term effects of the program. It édhght.to answer tne following

-
"

guestions:

® What impact did the Special Emphasis programs have on student
reading achievement?

13
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Q N
° What impact did the Special Emphasis proqrams have on
reading-related attitudes and behaviors of staff, students, and
parents? .

® What carryover effects did the Special Emphasis programs have
within each participating school district?

 meresmmmatestee s < b | Ao s e = B I ) - — e

These questions were answered through s\tandatdized reading tests,

more specifically the Stad}ord Diaéhostic Reading Test, as wéll a8 — — -~ — —— |

through questionnaires, intetviews,-and observation.

Since the resulis of process evaluation were discussed under
!Implgmentation of the Special Emphasis Ptoéisipns,“ the following
discussion will focus only on product evalyation. It has been organized
. into thfee subsections:' 1) impact on reading achievemen?; 2) impact on

attitudes and behavior; and 3) carryover effects.

3

Impact on Reading Achievement . .

~

‘A variety of questionnaires, checklists, and tests were used to

evaluate the effects of the Spécial Emphasis Project. But the Stanford

-

Diagnos! ic Reading Test (SDRT) was the major instrument used for

% ) aséeséing changes in student reading achievement.
. : ’ o
———— ,,",, ~ - h [,
) .
" The SDRT series was chosen for the following reasons:
. ~ 7
. N . ]
i ' h . : ;..::; 2
3 ® It petﬁitg evaluation of individual and group strengths and

weaknesses -on specific skills and thus seened appropriate for
Special Emphasgs' diagnostic approach to reading.




. @

e It ‘facilitates tracking student progress on specific skills
) through all the elementary grades, thus yielding skill scores
which are comparable across grades.

° It was a relatively new test at the time the study began,
therefore, it was unlikely that tezcher familiarity with the
test would allow "teaching to test."

N In spite of these tégnnica} problems, -the SDRT was usad threughout

-

Ag the. study progressed, it became obviovns that the SDRT may not have
been an appropriate evaluation instrument--for this project--for a couple

of important reasons:

° The project called for compiling and analyzing achievement
scores. The SDRT is not truly an achievement test.

° rThe SDRT was intentionally designed for low-achieving students,
therefore, the itcoms tend to be easier so such students can
experience some success. Ceiling effects occur when a test is

< too easy for the students *aking it, and serious ceiling effects
were encountered in this project. In practical terms, this °
means that in many instances the_resulting scores were
underestimates of the stuients' true scores.

-
-

o

the progect. It was administered by élgssroom teachers every falirand

spring of the three project years (1976-77. 1977-78, 1978-79) The

3 e

P

administrations were supervised by representatives of the external

e

evaluation agency.q

“

The measure selected to assess achievement was the *comprehension

©

c‘tota]." séé:e on the SDRT. This score was chosen because (1) it is common

to all levels pf-thg test; and (2) it came closer to representing a

mecsure of achiévement rather than a diagnosis of a skill.

-«
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The impact of Special Emphasis on reading achievement was examined in

s« three ways: by comparing the SDRT 3cores for all project and comparison

:<\\\\students who took the pretests and posttests; by doing a similar ‘

_ comparison but only for students scoring below the mean, or average; and

Afﬁf cha}tind‘a trend analysis of students reading 1 or more yea£§ below

+ grade level. Following is an explanation of each.

-~ o

L)

Total Comparisons. This prccedure consisted of comparing all Special

Emphagis students with all comparison students %}thin eaeh grade, at each

school, for whom both pretest and posttest scores were available.

A

- - B .

'Beceuse the Special EmbhasiSOand comparfson groups were frequently

not equivalent, a statistical procedure known as analysis of covariance o

'~'7"}KNCOVA) was used. In a sense, thisiprocedure mathematically adjusts for

initial digferences_(pretest scores) between groups while testirg for

& -

. differences in outcomes (posttest scores).

kd
\

- Three of ‘the s=ven projects found significant differences favoring

! /

' the'Special_gmﬁhasisngtoﬁps. Louisiana and Texas both had ‘a pattern of
' gsignificact diffeeences for grades 2 and 5 but not for ehe other grades.
At neither of these locations was there any evidence that thelSpecial
Emphasis program for gtade 2 or grade 5 was different than that offered
1at other_g;ade leve;s. In.West virginia, only the fourth-graders -in
__ Special Emphasis scored significantly higher than theig counterparts. 1In
“four projects (California, Michigan, ohio, and Tennessee), no significant

differences were found between the Special Emphasis and comparison groups.

. L 16 o Q\
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‘Special Emphasis on reading achievement was to look only at Ehose

L]

Below Mean Cémpg;fsons. The second way of agssessing the impact of

<

studenté who scored below the mean for their grade ir their particular
schools. This type of\anqusié had two advantages. Firét. it focused
dirently on those gtudents for whom the Special Emphasis project was
intended. Secogd, it was likely to avoid the problems related té ceiling
effects, mentioned earlier, since these students were not likely to hit
the test ceiling.

The sam? statistical procedure used for total comparisons was used
for below mean comparisons. That is, .the average posttest scores of the
below mean Séecial Emphasis students were compared to the average

posttest scores of the comparison students, after equating the groups.on

" pretest scores.

~

Thé impact of Special Emphasis instruction proved to be more
significant when judged in terms of the below average students. Five of
the seven projects showed at least 3ome significant differences favoring

the Special Emphasis groups. Louisiana had the most consistent patterii,

.where Special Emphasis students in grades 2, 4, 5, and 6 outscored their

counterparts. West Virginia found aifferences in grades 4 and 5; Texas

in grade 2; Ohio in grade 6; and California iﬁ*graQe 4. Two of the
projects, Tennessee and Michigan, did not find Special Emphasis to have

any greater impact on reading achievement than their comparison programs.

at

%
~

Trend Analysis. A third approach to eyaluatinq the impact on

f

-

achievement was to examine trends in the percentage of students reading 1




or nore‘years below grade level, from the spring of 1977 to the spring of

o]
I

e

1979.

G

The results indicate that, in most of the projects, the total

percentage of students reading 1 or more years below grade level either

.- decreased or held steady from 1977 to 1978 and from 1978 to 1979 for both
e _the Special Emphasis and comparison schools. Only in Louisiana did the
Sgecial Exphasis group not fall below level as much as did the comparison

group; ~In general, the Special Emphasis project did little to\reverse
& R ‘ » M . '3
the tide of students scoring below grade level. 0véra11, about one-fifth

to one-third of the students continued to achieve 1 or more years below
N . - '

- grade level. - | " .

TN ' -
-~ ) . . -

= Impact on Attitudes and Behavior

.

In adaitfoq to evaluating the impact of Special Emphasis on .reading

achievement, changes. in attitudes and/or behaviors of teachers, students,

and parents were also examined.

. . ” -

Attitudes of Teachers. Extensive questionnaires were administered to

all teachers from each project for both the 1977-78 and 1978-79 project
2

b
years. Data were collected regarding:

e Attitudes of students, teachers, and the principal

e . Reading behaviors of students

<

® Problems resuiting from involvement in the Special Emphasis
Project : ) .

18
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- cormparisons were made betwéen‘respopéés fog-the projecg vears to

-

deterpine ifﬂteachers.perceived‘Changes in (1) the principal's attitude

’tovard the reading program; (2) the students’® attigudes_tcward reading;

and (3) feilow_;eachers‘ attitudes toward reading instruction. similar

- -

comparisons were made regarding perceived changes in studentpbehaviors §n
(1) the timgmspent reading in. class; (2) thé' time spent reading outside

class; and (3) library and/or classroom book usage.

-
- . ”

[
.

For each project year, teachers were also asked to categorize,

' C P
potential problem areas as majdr, minor, or not.a problem. .Responses

were compared across years to see whgther the magnitude of the proble@s'

had changed.

. , . .0,
Attitudes of Students. Two project-developed questionnaires were

-

administered to students, one to third-graders and one to fourth- through

sixth-graders. N

<

For third-graders, comparisons were made between the proportion of
Special Emphasis students and ¢omparison students who responded that (1)
\
reading was fun; (2) they. read duriﬁg their free time; (3) they enjoyed

reading in.class; and (4) they read oply when they had to. -

Similar comparisons were made for fourth through sixth grade student

- responses on (i) whether they liked to read; (2) whetherJthey thought

'they read better than the previous year; /3) the amount of time spent

reading outside of school; and (4) the number of be~i:s read in the past

month.

19
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Attitudes of Parents. Parent questionnaires were administered and

- * o ——

tabulated for each year at each project. Comparisons were made between

;Z;if:-tﬁe-proporpion of Special Emphasis parents and comparison parents who

{

szm—j*responded»gegarding whether (1) their child shared books that he/she read

" with other family members; (2) the q@hool set up parent-teacher

¥

" - .conferences to explain their child's strengths or weaknesses in reading;
and (3) they had worked as volunteers in their child's school during the
—= ~“-previous year.

[ w

Attitudinal and Behavioral Findings. Although differences existed

- among projects, the following findings when viewed collectively,

@

. summarize -the results of the surveys:

' The ﬁajority,of Special Emphasis and comparison teachers \
perceived improved student attitudes and behaviors in 1978. The
extent of improvement, however, dropped in 1979.

® No consistent‘pattern was observed of teachers' perception of
their colleagues’ attitudes regarding reading.

® Many teachers either declined to comment or professed-a -lack of
knowledge regarding their school principal's attitudes toward
reading.

® Teacher problems with Special Emphasis seemed to peak in 1978

and subside in 1979. For teachers in the Special Emphasis

schools, these'prdblems were géhe;ally associated with an

overemphasis on reading to ‘the detriment of. other subjects. .

Comparison -school. teachers, on the other hand, resented the

- extra work which Special Emphasis imposed when they received no
program benefits.

® Attitudes regarding reading and reading-related behaviors
expressed by students and parents Were similar in both project
and comparison schools. '

20
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Carryover Bffects

Often in Federally funded experimental on demonstration. programs,

little or no evidence of the program or the changes it was intended to

o me A

introduce remains after Federgl/funding ends. Therefore, the
cdntindation.of a program after termination of Pederal funding may be

;eqarded as one of the best indicators of program success.

go~deterhine the extent to which Special Emphasis had effected
. change, teachers wer; asked in the spring of 1979 what changes they had
‘perceived in attitudes and.what programmatic changes would remain after
the special Emphasis project was over. Then, in the fall of 1979, after
D -the- project had ;nded, personnel at each location were questioned

regardiné tangible, carryover effects of Special Emphasis.

institutionalized carryover from Special Emphasis varied widely.
° - oOpinions_also varied on how certain the carryover effects would be.
what factors or combination of factors influenced .
institutionalization or carryover? Based on #he results of surveys,

On every ievel--district, school, classroom, and home~-the kinds of ‘
|
|
|
, |
interviews, and observation, the following factors seemed to be the key

_determinants to carryover;

R T L - - - =~

hl
AR}

;./'« -

AR
° A district official took regbonsibility for the design and
reqular supervision of the project and ‘also for making
improvement in the system-after the project ended. Thus, a
combination of leadership and cogtinuity from the central office
was present. ‘ '




7R

g

e . The préject had specific objectives and special strategies
designed to meet objectives. 1In other words, there was a
uniqueness to the project and not merely a “mure of the same"

.. attitude. More specifically, the prominent approaches were, (1)

\ placing the reading specialist in the regular classroom; 2)
designating the specialist as a resource for the clagsroom
teacher with time set aside for conferences; and (3) skills
assessment with specific provisions for skill-building to -
achieve goals. :

° Symbols of success were alsc important. During the 3-year

project, teachers and -administrators needed to see signs of
progress and accomplishment, such as pesitive test score

results, more parent involvement, or improved teacher morzle and
enthugsiasm. T

- @ Teachers had a feeling of ownérship in the project. Regardless

of whether the design and initiation of the project came from
the district office, the teachers and specialists needed to make
a creative input to the project and have a sense that their . -
concerns and problems were heard. )

22
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IV. DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS

‘A total of seven fndividual projects were monitored during the
Special Emphasis Project. Although all of the projects were to comply
g' with the USOE Speciel Emphasis guidelines and share, to a large extent,
; the same common diagnostic-prescriptive philosophy, the projeots differeo
in many respects, ;Lch as adminiaeration, organization, curriculum, and
materials. A thumbnail description is given for each of the projects,
-f"-‘and—an—attenpt-is~made.to highlight. the distinguishing features of each.
| The titles of the projects and the names of participating schools can be

found in the appendix to this report.
California

L .
California was the last Special Emphasis Project to be funded. It

was initiated in 1977, after two of the original sites were not refunded — — —
and, Foneequently, operated for only 2‘years---1977—78 and 1978-79.
1
The California project involved two schools---the Special Emphasis,

or project school, and the comparison school. ;oth schools were located

in a preqominantly blue-collar economic area in a large city. The area
o was :elaéively stable and had little student turnover. The overwhelming
s majority bf the stodents were black (approximately 75 percent to 85

g ' o

.percent) , with a small number of white, Hispanic, and Asian students.

Over 50 percent of the students received free or reduced-price lunches.




Both the project school and comparison school réceived Title I

gervices. A Title I reading specialist was assigned to each school and

-

conducted similar ptog}ams. However, 11 Title I aides served the project

school and only.one served the comparison school.

’

The project was directed by the reading supervisor of both the
. project and comparison schools. She was responsible for supervising the
regular reading program as well as the Title I program. She was housed .

in the project scppoi along with a full-time secretary who provided

clerical and administrative assistance.

e

- ~ - -
| S—r T -

, in addition to the project director, two reading gpecialists, one
reading teacher, and one full-time aide were employed by the Special
Emphasis Project. The two reading specialists were responsible for
selecting objectives for individual students, instruction, testinq‘ana

assessment’, and training aides. In collaboration with the project

AY

d1tectdf?“they~p1anned~and~c9nductednihsezvice_tnaining and participated

in making decisions- regarding the basic approach to reading instruction.

Although they would occasionally visit the regular classroom, the

tesdinq specialists taugyt ptedomggqntly in a classroom/lab designated
for Special Emphasis instruction. First- and second-graders received 1
hour -par day of teadiﬁg instruction féom reading specialists. 'Dutiq§%the
first year of the project, only 35 percent to 50 percent of the fits;—

and second-graders received Special Emphasis instruction. This was

éxpanded to 100 percent the second year to comply with USOE guidelines.

- -
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_Stugents'reading(below grade level in grades 3 through 6 reported to the

v

éhe Lippincott and Holt, Rinehart, Winston basal reading series. The

N

Lippincott skill mastery recordkeeping syétem was used as a manageﬁent
: B
- system for all students in both schools. In addition, the reading

specialists used a variety of audiovisual kits, ‘programmed materials,

-

games, workbooks, learning centers, and interest centers. Coordination

a weekly basis.

2

4

A 15-day summer program was designed and conducted by the project

director, three reading specialists| and two aides. Approximately 40

children, attended class 3 hours each\day. The proéram consisted of two

75-minute instructional periods---one for structured reading activities

b4

and_the_other for interdisciplinary language arts activities, separated

specialists' room daily to receive 30 minutes of small group instrucgion.

The basic ‘reading program in both schools was similar. Teachers used

3

: -——-and-planning ‘betwéen the specialists and classioom teachers took place on

by a 30-minute break between periods.

A Title I summer reading clinic operateé simultaneously with the

Special Emphasis éummer program. Many students from the comparison

. school participaterd in the Title I summer program.

The stervice training program was designed ;nd conducted by the
projedt director and on; of the re-ding specialists. It consisted of
instruction in curriculum developrent, diagnostic-prescriptive teaching,
individualized instruction, reading in the content areas, preparation of
support naéerials, and reading assessment.

25 g
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;In summary, .the Special Emphasis guidelises were never fully :

implemented in the California project. Becauvse of the mix of many

determine what was unique to the Special Emphasis program.

.

Louisiana

'rhe Louisiana project was located in a rural area that was

>

- - experiencing change. Because of eﬁployment opportunities, there was an

influx of itinerant workers as well as some professionals. Still, the

RN

——aspects of the Title I and Special Emphasis programs, it was difficult to

-

school population remained’ relatively stable, but poor.
;-

Four schools were involved in the Special Emphasis proﬁect---two

project schools and two comparison schools. One project school served

grades 1 tﬁrouqh 3 while the other school served grades 4 through 8. The

two comparison schools were similarly divided. Slightly more than pélf

of—the-students—were~black—and~approximately_50:percent of-all-the——-
ééudents received free or reduced-pricewlunches. Altppugh students in
the. project and comparison schools were quite gsimilar in demographic
characteristics, the comparison group (N=700)- was more théh twice as

large as the project group (N=300).

Title I services weré offered in all four schools. Students who
qualified received up to 45 minutes per day of ;xtra reading
instruction. In the project schools, this extra assistance was
coordinated with the regular élassroom program. However, this

coordination did.not take place in the comparison schools.




‘The-project director administered the Title I program as well as the

g - Special Emphasis project but was not a full-time employee of the schooi‘

districrv-—ﬂlso-assigned~to~the-project”were'thrééxreading specialists. ' ——
Bach specialist served two grcde levels, 1 and 2, 3 and 4, anq 5 and 6.
One aide assisted each specialist.

The Louisiana proﬁect's major goal was to increasc the percentage of

students rcading at grade level from 14 percent to 50 percent, based on

the California Test of Basic Skills. The school district exceeded the
' 3

—————;expeetations-of—USOE—by—includingfvtrtua11y all atudents“in grades 1

throuéh 6 in the project schools.

&

épecial_Emphasis instruction took place in the. reading specialist's
lab-type classroom with' the specialist, classroom teacher, and aide
present.- -Classes, averaging 25 students, were brought to the reading
room and divided into’ groups according to readlnq ability and skill

PR

needs. Each group then rotated through a series of activ1t1es. In

general, the reading specialist conducted instructiOn, the classroom .
teacher provided followup and practiceoactivities, and the aide

supervised oral reading or independent work.

buring the project's first year (1976-77) , both the Special Emphasis
program and the ?itle I program used the Precision Teaching System, a
locally éeseloped skills management system. However, in the project's I
second and third years, ths Precision Teaching System was used
exclusively with Title I students yhilc.the Houghton Mifrlin basal
reading series, along with published and teacuer-developed skill
activities, was used with Special Emphasis studcnts.

27
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‘A 20-dav summ‘?-program served over half of the project schools'

total enro}lment.‘_CIasseQ were taught by four reading specialists'wiéh

‘four regular classroom teachers serving as aides. Each §tudent received

-— .

50 minutes of reading instruction, a 10-minutc recreational break, 2nd a
50-minute period of library, arts, crafts, and films. Reading materials

used during the academic year were also'used in the summer,program.

P ~

;néervice training consisted of a series of practical, site-specific

programs. The ‘focus of the training was on analyzing the adopted bkasal

- \ . 3

®

reading series (Houghton Mifflin) to determine its appropriateness for
the student population. During the first pgéject year, a local
university recognized these sessions as an extension course and offered

participants 3 semester hours of credit.

)

The Louisiana project complied more with the original USOE guidelines

than many other projects. Two distinctive project features were (1) the

close working relationship between specialists and classroom teachers;
and (2) the effort to customize the basal reading series to serve the

needs of local students.

Michigan

This project was located in an independent city within the boundaries -

of a large metropolitan area. Like those of many urban areas, this
district faced problems such.as frequent turnover of top administrators,
budget cutbacks, teacher cutbacks, and a transient student population.

As 2 conseduénce, the district had soughé and received a wide variety of

Pederal programs.




One project school and one comparison school were involved in the

pioject._;En;_the;fizst_2_pkgjggx_xgg;§L_these schools served grades K

e

through 6. Because of a reorganization plan, both .schools were reduced "~~~

3>

to K through 5 for the third project year. Students at the two schools

had very similar characteristics. Nearl& all students wore black (96

.

- percent to 99 percent) with 1 percent or less white and 3 percent or less

of .other minorities. Well over 75 percent of the students received free

or rgduéqﬁ-price lunches. Both schools offered Title I services.

¢

The. project was directed by a central office administrator who had

many other responsibilities. Consequently, the head reading spec;aliét
assumed much of the onsite leadership. The project employed five reading
specialists and six aides. The five reading specialists were each

assigned specific grade levels; two worked with first and second grades
M .

and one served each of the remaining third, fourth, and fifth grades.

-
\

£

In the first and second grades, the reading pecialists worked in the

’ ¥egu1ar classroom with the classroom teacher present. During the

70-£inu%e reading period, stu;;hg éréups rotated between the specialist, -
. classroom teacher, and aide. In géneral, the classroom teacher, conducted

the basal reader program, while the gﬁepialist provided enrichment and

ékkll reinforcement activities.

_In the third th}ough_fifth grades, students were pulled out of their

regular classrooms to'receive small group instruction in the specialist's

T T"roOm. Prequency'of‘gttendancg varieduéith the étudents' degreés of

reading difficulty; i.e., students having the most . severe readinj

problems attended more frequently.

N
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- The.instructional proq:am relied heavily on the basal reading series

L}

- (x-a. Bank Street Readers; 4-5, Holt, Rinehart, Winston, and ﬂouqhton

uxfflin; 6, Holt, Rinehart, Winston). ~The -same: -basal -series-were used in _—

"~ both the project and comparison schools. However, a 13cally developed
skills management system was incorporated into the Special Emphasis

< program and not the comparison school's program.
The summer program, in 1978, ran for 17 days and con51sted of 160

~ minutes of reading instruction or readlnq-related act1v1ties followed by

a 20-minute superviced lunch. The—ptogram“wasmstaffed—by-fourﬂreading

rspeciélists. five teachers, and nine paraprofessionals. Students were

-

organized into small groups and instruction was informal, utilizing

téachér-made materials, paperbacks, filmstrips, and student-made books.

Basal rep&ers were not used. The following summer, 1979: the program's '
“ength was increased to 20 days, the staff reduced, and the instructional

approach made more formal by using the same materials used during the

S e o e et

schoolnyear, . ' ‘ ‘ T
Inservice training waé conducted by the project director, the

gpecialists, and an outside consultant, and college credit was given for

some sessions. Probably because participation was voluntary, fewer than

half of the teachers attended the training sessions.

-

Iin summary, the Special Emphasis propram was n;t truly "“special.”

“";T The role of the reading specialists in this project seemed‘tg lean more
toward implementing tﬁe regular devglopmental reading program. Thus,

_ opportunities to employ expertise and creativity were limited somewhat by

s

the prescribed basal brograms.

3Gy -
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‘y
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The~Ohiprrojeét~wasflocated—in~a~doqhtoun~f£inge“areaﬁofua.1arqe N
:‘industrial city, and the two elementary'schools that were involved were

located less than 1 mile from each other. The project and comparison Yo
Lo ' TS . ]
T echools were “well matched in terms of size and student characteristics.
< -
Nearly 96 percent of the students were white and less than 1 percent were

black. Over two-thirds received free or reduced-price lunches. Neither

-

school received Title I funds. The project school was a modern buildi o]

t

““"*vi‘th-ample special*services—but—the—conparison—school—was~in~an»§<>1d» —_—

building with fewer serxices and materials.
e S e e . . - 1’
A number of problems beyond the control of project personnel plagued -
the Special Emphasis Project. District-wide budqetary'problems,la a -

teacher strike, ataff reassignments, and. lack of staff continuity ’

hanpered the project's effectiveness. As a result, the Ohio prdject was
Yl

dropped\from the eva1uation after approximately 2 years.

————— - - - L4

? P
A=fu1i—time project director with no.other regularly assigned
responsibilities administered the project. She received the services of
a full-time secretary. Two reading teachers were hired but neither had .
graduate degrees specializing in reading,‘as recommended by'USOE.‘ Three
aides also participated in the program. . . :
__Each reading teacher ;as located in a c1assroom4imaginatigeiy ’ )
organized into various learning centers. First- and second—éraders came
to the classroon each morning. After 20 minutes of group instruction,-
. .
N ) A
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students were assignead to particular learning stations for 20 miPutes?ofm

157"

independent or 8Small group reinforcenent activities. In the afternggnrq

—_ _ AV ——— b

thica- through sixth-graders, came in groups of 10 to 12. They were

selected on the basis of their skill deficiencies. Each student

L

participating in Special Emphasis returned to his or her classroom with a

~

daily followup activity.

~
~

Special Emphasis instruction focused on a languaqe experience

. approach to reading. Special attention was directed toward expanding the

student's minimal lanquaqe facility. Except for Special Emphasis, the

reading programs at the- project .and comparison schools were similar.

Both schools used the Houghton Mifflin basal series for grades l‘throuqh

3, th» Harcourt Brace series for grades 4 through 6, and‘a district-wide

.

ganagement systen to monitor student prq‘§:ss., . ) N

i -

~ °  mhe summer program ran for 3 hours a day for 4 weeks. It was staffed _

by two reading séeciaiists and four aides. Approximately one-fourth of

.

the proﬁect school students attended. Instructionally, the specialist

relied more heavily on materials.which they developed themselves, such 3s

.

individualized reading kits and Creative writing kits.

- .
-

.

Up to 4 hours a month was spent in inservice training. Sessions were
planned and conducted by the project director and one of the Special

' Eﬁphasis reading teachers.
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* The ptringths of tiue ?hio pfoject were the central pffic& leadership,

the -creativity of the two reading teachers, and the unifying focus of the

linguage experience;¢péroach to reading instruction. unfortunately,

because of the problems mentioned earlier, the project was never able to
. , Y ooc .
reach its full potential. y

— . Y
Tennesgsee
4 , ° .,
! . ,

N 3

. This project was located in the rural outskirts of a metropolitan
. t C . ,
area whicl'.was undergoing change and expansion as new families moved into

~

the commun{;y-as a result of urban sprawl. The school district was

3

expgriehcing,rapid growth. .

o - .
~

The comparison school served grades K through 8 but ohly grades. 1

through 6 were used in the .study. ‘It was housed in a traditional

o

A —structure, had a traditiona;ly §§iuctured education program, and was

’orgahi;ed inte se}f—contained classrooms. The project school also served

grades'Kzthrough 8 but was locatéd in-a new building featuring an open
» 3 i \

A\

_ space enyironment. Both schools received Title I services.

3 -

“ Although students in‘éhé'two‘schools came from the same géographical
a?ea,.there were signig}cént differences between the two studené bodies.
TQe project school was approximately 75 percent black and 25 peréent-
white!‘while the comgézgson schoolpyag nearly 50 percent-50 percent in’

A . . . o .

raci;lfco-positién. A high-bercentage of students from both schools came

from ;cononically dep;%yed homes. The project school staff was larger in

-
%
v
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. corrective instruction in specific skills.

s -

" size and had twice as much teaching experience as their ggunterparts in

the comparison school. 1In short,_the*tag\:chools weren't as closely

‘mated as USOE would have liked. : . \

[N

i -

In addition to.the director, the project staff conijsted of three

reading specialists, three aides, and one clerical aide. One specialist‘

- »

served gfades/l and 2; the remaining tﬁo‘serveq grades 3 through 6.

.
>

°

>

Initially, the reading specialists provided intensive reading

«

instructioh in their own rooms, independently of the classroom teachers.
Midway through the first year, it was decided that the specialists'

services would be more effective if they were closeiy coordipated with

v

classroom teachers. Thus, a change in organization was made that

7

continued throughout the project. . oo

.
* v

~

Reading specialists and aides worked in pairs. During the morning,
they moved from classroom to classrbom to,work with each class during its
regular}y scheduled reading period. In the afternoon, small groups of

students reportéd to the specialists' classrooms where they received

»

_Mastery of reading skillx was tracked for each student in the Special

Emphasis classes. Two recordkeeping systems were used. Overall progress

_was assessed by Individual Criterion Reference Tests (Educg}ional

«

Development Corporation). In addition, the criterion-referenced tests

-t
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3 - which accompany the Houghton ﬁifflin program were aiég,used. The two
ﬁ-najor instructional programs that were used were the DISTAR program and
the Houghton Mifflin basal readirng series.
The summer program lasted 4 weeks. For 4 days a week, the students
received approximately 3 hours of mérning reading instruction and a
- 30-minuté afternoon reading period. Fridays were activity days usuvally
reserved for field trips, and events on activitf dayé were later
incorﬁorated into the language experience part of classroom
insttuction.: T;o special features of the summer program were parent
invol;eﬁent activities and a paperback book distribution program.
N
The project director, reading specialist, and principal collaborated
on designhing and conducting the inservice training program. In addition,
a wegkly course was taught by an outside consultant.

Pl
-

3 <
The strenths of the Tennessee project were strong administrative
leadership, broad-based planning, close coordination between specialist

5 and classroom teachers, and active parent involvement.
Texas
- The Texas pgojecé site was located on the outskirts of a large urban

area which in recent years had expefienced rapid growth, and a dramatic

increazse in student population.

T
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The'twb schools thaé were used served grades K through 5. and the
physical facilities of the schoolg were similiar. Both buildings were
Llarge. ﬁddérn structures with self-contained classrooms. The comparison
school had more students and, consequently, more teacﬁers. In all ;ther

respects, however, the schools, studentg, ahq teachers were very
similar. A large number of students, between 40 percent to 50 percent, . e
werg Hispanic. A similar number were white, and the balance (5 percent
to 10 percent) were black. Nearly half of the students receivead free.or
redgped-pricellunches. This was thg only Special Emphasis site requiring g
bilingual materials and resources. Both schools received Title I
services;

The project was directed by a school district readiné supervisor who

also had numerous other responsibilities. Therefore, the day-to-day
coordination of project activities was provided by the lead reading

gspecialist. The pré}ect team consisted of six,reading,specialists, five "

aides, and one clerk.

The roles served by/the reading specialists seemed to vary with grade
levels. In grades 1 and 2, the specialists worked cooperatively with the
ciassroom teacher in planning instruction, grouping students, selecting
materials, and conducéing activities. The specialist, with an aide,
worked alongside the classroom teacher during the regular reading
period. In addition, they returned to the élassroom in the afternoon to
work with individuals or a small group of students to reinforce

learning. Students in grades 3 through 5 left their regular classroors

e
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to attend small group sessions in the specialists' lab-type classroom.

Instruction was aimed at correcting skill deficiencies while the regular

reading program was conducted independently by the classroom teacher.

The basal_readinq series (Houghton Mifflin) was the major resource

————¢for -instruction although supplementary materials were gvgilabl@igpd

"frequently used. A district-wide skill master} checklist was used to
track student progress.

N

2
w

v

The Texas summer program lasted 4 weeks and ran 3 1/2 hours a day.

It was stagﬁgdlby six speciélists and six aides. During the first

L N

summer, 20 volunteer interns fgom a nearby university also participated.
Students rotated among the fol}owing 30-minute activities: (1) directed
teaching of reading skills; (2) language expgrience; (3) listening
skills; (4) independent reading; (5) skills Fqinforcement; (6) library or

-
arts/gfafts; and (7) physical education. Special activities such as

TS

field érips and entertainment programs were held on Fricdays.

Inservice training took three forms. First, the project aides
received extensive instruction on the tasks that they were expected to
perform. Second, the project school teachers were given 20 hours of
training that was designed to answer specific program ne;ds. Third, the
project director conducted a t;dining program for parents on ways that
‘they could ‘become involved in the school reading program and help their

children.
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In conclusion, the major thrust of the Texas project was found in

T

grades 1 and 2 where personnel and materials were concentrated. It was
also at those levels that the greatest coop%;atien between specialists

and classroom teachers occurred. ~In the final project year, deliberate

attempts. were made to shift more program responsibility back to the

classroom teachers.

o - t

-

West Virginia

A rural, mountainous, coal-producing area was the sité:of the West

>

) Virginia Special Emphasis Projéct. The community was characterized by

close-knit family groups who have resided in the area forthany
generations.
The project school was housed in a new building built by the Federal
Government and leased to the county under a flood control relocation
program. "The comparison school, on the other hand, was in an ol1d

building in obvious disrepair. Overcrowding and high studenc-teacher

ratios existed in both schools.

The students in both schools were virtually 100 percent white. -Over
half of the students received free or reduced;price lunches. Alihouqh
both schools were eligible for Title I services, no Title I staff serveé
the project school, and only cne Title I teacher taught in the comparison

school.

.38

45




The director of the.Special anhasis Project was also the principal

//of the project school. As a result, ‘he was able to provide strong,

' onsite leadership. The proﬁect was also staffed by one reading

specialist, two reading teachers,“ three aides. and a part-time clerk.

The reading specialist worked with grades 1 and 2; one reading teacher
instructed students in grades 3 and 4, while the other instructed

- students in grades 5 and 6. Each specialist/teacher had the assistance

of an-aide.

¢

Aii Special Emphasis-instruction took place in the reading
specigiist/teacher's own classroom. The rooms were‘arranged to ' 2,
accommodate multiple group activities. Each first and second grade class
spent 50 minutes daily with the reading specialist. Students were
grouped according to skill needs, and the specialist directed her

teaching to those needs. The aide conducted reinforcement activities and

s

provided individuval help. Pirst- and second-qgraders received an
" additional 70 minutes of reading instruction from their classroom
teachers. A similar battern quyfollowed for third- through
' :k sixth~-graders, with two exceptions: They were selected on the basis of
3 need, and the instructional periods. were shorter.
The project's instructional program was based upon the Wisconsin
Design tests and management system. Mastery tests nere used to determine '

skill deficiencies. Then, a variety of supblementary materials such as

kits, tapes, games, and vorksheets were prescribed according to neead.

" “Students in both schools used the district-adopted basal reading series
‘ ¢

(American Book and Houghton’hifflin).
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A 4-veek summer program was staffed by three reading specialists,
seven teachers, and five‘aidea. The 2 1/2 hours of daily classes were . _
‘devoted alnost entirely to reading instructioa but also included an

exercise period and arts and crafts inltruction. The summer program was

basically a continuation of the regular school yeax program, but efforts~
Lk aF L

were lade to integrate the teaching of reading into the<srts “and crafts

“- classes. Field trips were taken on Fridays.

mpe inaervice training sessions were conducted by an outside -
‘e Q z
consultant, and teachers were awarded academic credit for participating.
Training was practical and invoived such. activities as developing

lnstructional materials. -

. The West Virginia project complied with a diagnostic-prescriptive
instructional approach by using a highly structured skills management
system. The major drawback, from an evaluation standpoint, was the lack

of comparability between the two schools.
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V. OVERALL SUMMARY

1
.

The Special Emphasis Project was a large scale project directed at
o« &

. preventing and correcting reading difficulties among elementary

'acbodlaaée'éhildren.~ rund;d under the Title VII National Reading
_Improvement Act, the project lasted 3 years, from }976 to.1979. “the
unQerlyiné‘rationa}e was that intensive reading instruction progranms,
' intgoduced at an early age, can change the patterns of reading
.achievoqen? of gtudents"in schools havfng:larqe numbers of students

‘reading 1 or more years below graae level.
<

The usoi specifie& a number of provisions, at the outset, that were .
to guide the developmgnt\of Special Em@haétg programs. Notable among
these were; (1) the .use of ;eaaing specia{ists; (2) ipcreaged time for
reading instruction; (3) a Qiagnostic—prescriptive approach to

instrué&ion; (4) an intensive summer reading program; (5) broad-based

planning; and .(6) parent involvement.

Seven‘QEhool districts, located in different parts of the country,
inp}emented Special Emphasis programs. Each district designated one
school to develop a Special Emphasis program qnd a comparable school to
sgrve as a comparison school. ‘Althpugh the programs garied”in
organization, currigulum,'and materials used, there w;re many
similarities among programs. !

Each program was ciretully lonitdred throughout the course of tﬁe

Aprojecg. pvaluation results varied V}dely among individdal

"
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projects. 1In some, significant differences in reading achievement were
found favoring Special Emphasis instruction. However, the overall

effects of the project were not as great as originally ;oped. Detailed
.analyses ieveaied that the effectiveness of the Special Emphasig préject
was directly ‘related to the extent to which individual school districts

coﬁplied with the original program provisions.




